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ABSTRACT

This investigation of the dissolution of dating
relationships was based on the surveys of 78 subjects.
Subjects who reported being the rejectee experienced more
distress than subjects who reported being the initiators or
subjects who reported mutual breakups. As the length of the
relationship increased, distress over the breakup increased.
One coirponent of the study examined the transformation of
romantic relationships to cross-sex friendships.

Nearly

half of the subjects reported that they were either friends,
close friends, or best friends with their former partner.
The two variables which showed a significant correlation
with friendship after dating were friendship prior to dating
and the use of indirect communication strategies to bring
about the breakup.

There were substantial iirplications for

future research with regard to relationship dissolution and
friendship after the breakup.

Ill
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Interactions between individuals weave the fabric of
our lives.

Relationships between parents, children,

siblings, spouses, friends, and lovers constitute some of
the most important undertakings of our lives.

Humans are

social animals and as such experience a multitude of
interpersonal relationships over the course of a lifetime.
Sometimes, as with siblings, a relationship will develop,
change, and continue from birth to death, while other
relationships form, evolve, and deteriorate over the course
of hours, days, months or years.

The reasons why some

relationships continue and are characterized by mutually
satisfying interactions is a complex and multi-faceted
issue.
The heterosexual romantic relationship is one of the
most significant relationships for humans. While extensive
research (Altman & Taylor, 1973; Dillman, 1994) has been
done on the development and maintenance of intimate
relationships, the deterioration of relationships warrants
study as well.

Although the dissolution of a romantic

relationship is a nearly universal experience, individuals'
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reactions to a relationship's breakup can be drastically
different.

Some people are barely affected by a

termination, while others may be devastated and never
completely recover.

With the prevalence of dissolved

relationships and their wide reaching effects on all strata
of society, the examination of the breakup process is highly
relevant to the academic community as well as the general
population.

The inplications for conprehensive studies of

the dissolution of romantic relationships are far reaching.
"[B]reakups before marriage play a central role in the
larger system of mate selection"

(Hill, Rubin, & Peplau,

1976, p. 148) . Most relationships end in breakup.

Since

the vast majority of heterosexual daters will experience
this phenomena at least once and possibly even dozens of
times over the course of their lives, it is a pertinent
issue for millions of men and women.

As Brehm (1987)

explains, most people in our society are involved in "serial
monogamy."

Rather than finding "one great love," according

to Brehm, most people experience an extended series of
greater or lesser love relationships.

With the practice of

dating beginning at an earlier age and continuing longer, as
age at the time of first marriage increases, the dissolution
process becomes more and more relevant to a greater number
of people.
The goal of this research is to better understand how
the dissolution process comes about and to assess the
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subjects' perceptions of the outcomes of the dissolution,
especially with regard to the occurrence of cross-sex
friendship

development.

In order to better understand the

dynamic process of heterosexual romantic relationship
dissolution and the development of cross-sex friendship the
research will focus on:

the reasons for dissolution; the

gender differences in reports about the relationship and the
breakup; the role of the initiator in the breakup process ;
the communication strategies that are used to avoid or
facilitate the breakup in the context of the stages of the
dissolution; the effects of the breakup for each partner;
and the development of cross-sex friendship.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

The research that has been conducted on the dissolution
of romantic relationships thus far has focused on several
main areas.

The first step in the breakup process occurs

when one or both partners identify their dissatisfaction
with some aspect(s) of the relationship.

The reasons for

dissolution as cited by previous research studies will be
discussed first.

The gender differences and similarities in

the breakup process will be examined next.

These include

similarities and differences in communication styles,
reasons for dissolution, and effects of the breakup, among
other factors.

Thirdly, the studies which focus on the

dynamics of the one-sided and mutual breakup enactment will
be summarized, taking into account the experiences of the
initiator and the rejectee in the case of a one-sided
breakup.

Fourthly, the communication strategies which are

used to facilitate or impede a breakup will be reviewed
along with three perspectives on dissolution as documented
by Baxter (1984), Duck (1987a, 1987b), and Lee (1984).
Next, research on the effects of the breakup for the
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relational partners will be examined.

Finally, the studies

which focus on cross-sex friendship will be reviewed.

Reasons for Dissolution
Much of the previous research has examined the reasons
for dissolution in dissolved dating relationships.

One

study focused on the differences between the breakups of
marital and non-marital relationships (Cupach & Metts,
1986).

This type of research compares two very different

types of relationships:

socially institutionalized, long

term, highly committed marital relationships and the less
committed, short term dating relationships.^ The younger,
unmarried sample was together, on average, for less than a
year and a half, while the older, married sample reported an
average relationship length of over thirteen years.

It was

not surprising that their study revealed more differences
than similarities between the breakups.

The researchers

determined that there were qualitative differences in the
complexity of the breakups between the marital and nonmarital couples.

Cupach & Metts (1986) concluded that ". .

. married partners are more emotionally and structurally
interdependent and entangled than are dating partners. .
."(p. 332)

The marital couples cited more attempts to

repair the relationship and identified a greater number of
reasons which impeded their dissolution.

Though both types

of couples cited some of the same reasons for dissolution.
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such as infidelity and inequity, overall the non-marital
couples did not cite as many reasons for dissolution as the
marital couples.
Most of the research has focused on the breakup of nonmarital dating relationships without examining it in
relation to marital breakups.

Many of the studies (Berg &

McQuinn, 1986; Collins & Clark, 1989; Duck, 1987b; Feeney &
Noller, 1992; Felmlee, Sprecher, & Bassin, 1990; Levinger,
1979; Taylor & Altman, 1987) have focused on the reasons
contributing to the de-escalation of a relationship and its
eventual dissolution.

As Rusbult (1987) describes,

"...

people exit when they have little to lose by doing so and
they believe that what they've got is not worth saving"

(p.

227) .
One of the most important variables with regard to
breakups is the comparison level for alternatives.

That is,

the more desirable the perceived alternatives to the
relationship, the higher the rate of dissolution (Berg &
McQuinn, 1986; Collins & Clark, 1989; Felmlee et a l ., 1990;
Levinger, 1979 ; Miller & Parks, 1982 ; Rusbult, 1987 ;
Simpson, 1987 ; Taylor & Altman, 1987).

As explained by the

social exchange theory, human interactions are an ongoing
exchange of mutually rewarding and costly activities. The
theory is based on the idea that members of a relationship
seek to maximize their rewards and minimize the costs
associated with the relationship.

Hence, it is presumed
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that a rewarding association will continue and a costly one
will be dissolved (Levinger, 1979; Taylor & Altman, 1987) .
The reward cost ratio is not considered as frequently
by couples in satisfying, longterm relationships as it is by
couples whose relationships are in crisis (Levinger, 1979).
Partners pay closer attention to the benefits and costs of
their relationship once they are dissatisfied with that
relationship.

Levinger (1979) suggests that termination

will occur if the partners continue to give one another
unsatisfactory payoffs.

Even if someone is involved in an

unsatisfying relationship, he/she is less likely to initiate
a breakup if the perceived alternatives are worse.

The

individual may not feel that the relationship is
particularly satisfying, but it may still fulfill important
needs that cannot be met by alternate relationships
(Drigotas & Rusbult, 1992).

Levinger (1979) states that a

person's attraction to a relationship is definable by
whether or not the relationship's interactions are above
one's comparison level of alternatives.

Drigotas & Rusbult

(1992) point out that the best alternatives to a
relationship need not be limited to just one other person.
The best alternatives can be interactions with a variety of
people, solitude, or interactions with one other person,
possibly an alternate dating partner.
Another factor which is often cited as a reason for
breakup is inequity in the relationship (Felmlee et al.,
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1990).

Baxter (1986) explains equity in rule form, "If

parties are in a close relationship, then they should reap
rewards commensurate with their investments, relative to the
other party"

(p. 296-297).

In other words, there is the

expectation in a relationship that both partners will devote
or appropriate an eqpial amount of resources toward the
relationship or the other partner.

When inequity, or an

imbalance in the relationship is perceived, then the partner
who is giving more will cite this as a reason for
dissolution.
Several additional factors have been cited in past
research as significant to breakups.

The duration of the

relationship plays a major role in the breakup process.

The

shorter the relationship, the more likely the couple is to
breakup (Rusbult, 1987; Simpson, 1987).

The number of hours

a couple spent together influences their chances of
dissolution and is correlated with higher breakup rates
(Felmlee et al., 1990; Rusbult, 1987).

In the Felmlee et

al. (1990) study, couples who broke up spent an average of
19.73 hours per week together, while the couples who stayed
together for the duration of the study spent an average of
34.19 hours per week together.

Long distance relationships

are also more likely to end in breakup.

This may be due in

part to the fact that the couple spends little time together
and because of the greater costs associated with maintaining
distant relationships (Levinger, 1979).
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Felmlee et al.

(1990) concluded that dissimilarity in

race also contributes to higher rates of dissolution.
Couples of different races are three times more likely than
same race couples to break up.
Another significant finding in the Felmlee et al.
(1990) study revealed that perceived support for the
relationship from the partners' family and friends proved to
be a major influence on breakups.

The less support from

one's social network, the higher the rates of dissolution.
However, Leslie, Huston, & Johnson (1986) found the effects
of parental influence on the outcomes of dating
relationships to be limited.
Duck (1987b) identified some of the reasons for
dissolution as he interpreted them.

The term, Pre-Existing

Doom, is used to describe individuals who fail to exhibit
characteristics that their partners find desirable (e.g.,
attractiveness, intelligence).

In other words, these

persons have something wrong with them from the outset of
the relationship.

Duck (1987b) theorizes that these

individuals will be less likely to succeed in relationships
than individuals who do exhibit characteristics that their
partners find desirable.

Duck labels inequity in the

relationship as Mechanical Failure; this occurs when one
partner invests more than he/she receives back from the
other partner.

Process Loss describes a relationship that

fails to live up to the partner's expectations of what the
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relationship should be like.

Sudden Death refers to an

action that brings a sudden end to a relationship such as
adultery, betrayal, or deception (Duck, 1987b).
Baxter (1986) takes a different approach by examining
breakup accounts of heterosexual relationships in light of
violations of the perceived relationship rules.

The first

"rule" that Baxter inductively reasoned is the obligation to
grant autonomy beyond the relationship.

This means that

each partner should be allowed freedom outside of the
relationship.
similarity.

The second rule is the expectation of
This rule focuses on the anticipation of mutual

interests, goals, values, etc. between the partners.

The

next rule is the obligation to be supportive, loyal, and
open.

The fourth rule is the expectation of shared time

between relationship parties.
the fifth rule.

The expectation of equity is

This implies that there is an understanding

between the two parties that each will devote equivalent
resources to the relationship.

The expectation that a

romantic relationship will be characterized by an
inexplicable "magic" quality is the final rule.

Desire for

autonomy was the most frequently mentioned reason for
breakup in Baxter's study.

Therefore, violation of

relationship rules constitutes another reason for
breakups.^
In summary, although each relationship is unique
because of the individuality of the persons involved and the
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dynamic nature of human interactions, studies have shown
surprising consistency in citing the reasons for
relationship termination.

The reasons that are mentioned

most often as influencing a breakup are the comparison level
of alternatives and inequity in the relationship.

Gender Differences and Similarities
Overall, the research suggests that females identify
more problems than males do as contributing to the
dissolution of relationships. This may be due in part to
women's greater social sensitivity and responsiveness than
men's (Berg & McQuinn, 1986).

Women have also been found to

make more attempts to repair a troubled relationship than
men (Cupach & Metts, 1986; Rusbult, 1987).

Rusbult (1987)

reported that women used more direct communication than men,
used a more contactful and less controlling communication
style, and higher levels of intimate self disclosure.^
Hill et al. (1976) concluded that women tended to be more
sensitive than men to problem areas in their relationships,
and that women were more likely than men to compare the
relationship to alternatives, potential or actual.
Consequently, women were more likely to initiate breakups.
Conversely, Feeney & Noller (1992) found that males were
more likely to report that they had initiated the breakup.
Hill et al. (1976) described how relationship
dissolution should be examined in the context of "his
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breakup" and "her breakup".

Their research found marked

differences in men's and women's orientations towards
breakups.

Baxter's (1986) study found that women expected

more openness than men.

Rusbult (1987) found that females

showed a greater propensity for discussing relationship
problems and waiting for problems in the relationship to
improve, while men reacted in a more neglectful manner by
avoiding discussions.

Baxter (1986) found that females have

higher expectations for disclosure as well.

Women gave and

received more resources, such as time, money, and affection,
than men (Berg & McQuinn, 1986).

Equity was given as a

reason for breakup more often by women while men cited a
lack of the "magic quality," i.e., an inexplicable
attraction and romance, as the reason for breakup (Baxter,
1986).

Finally, Honeycutt, Cantrill, & Allen (1992)

suggested that women were more concerned with social,
intellectual, and sexual intimacy in declining
relationships, while men's concern focused on the initiation
of relationships rather than their decline.
Meams

(1991) found that women reported more depression

than men after the initial breakup of the relationship and
during a follow up survey several weeks later.

Helgeson

(1994), on the other hand, found that breakups of long
distance relationships increased men's distress but
decreased women's.

Helgeson also determined that women

adjusted better than men to both the physical separation
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during their relationship and to the breakup.

Men but not

women adjusted better to the breakup if they were the
initiators (Helgeson 1994).

The most distressed subjects in

Helgeson's (1994) study were males whose partners had
initiated the breakup, probably because they were less
prepared for it.*
In conclusion, the previous research suggests that
women are more "in tune" with their relationships than men
are.

With this finding in mind, I expect to find that women

cite more reasons for dissolution than men.

Also, I will

atteirpt to determine if there is a difference between men's
and women's reports of cross-sex friendship development
after a breakup.

One-sided and Mutual Breakups
The role of the initiator in the one-sided dissolution
process can be an uncomfortable one.

Hill et al. (1976)

maintained that very few breakups were actually mutual.
Collins & Clark (1989) supported this conjecture with their
statement that "... as a relationship weakens, one person
emerges as the rejector and the other as the rejectee"
153).

(p.

On the other hand, in the Wilmot, Carbaugh, & Baxter

(1985) study, mutual terminations were quite prevalent.
Similarly, Hopper & Drummond (1990) reported that couples
who work together to accortplish a dissolution will probably
be more satisfied with the outcome than couples who do not.
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Duck (1987a) presents a divergent opinion about
breakups by proposing that many times people do not persuade
their partner intentionally to breakup, but instead act
inequitably which the partner interprets as a message and
leaves, whether the message was intentional or not.

It is

iirç)ortant to take into account the fact that sometimes
decline in a relationship occurs as an unintentional effect
of a partner's actions, rather than as the result of a
conscious and strategic act (Duck, 1987a).
Hill, Rubin, & Peplau (1976) determined that both men
and women felt less depressed, less lonely, freer, happier,
but more guilty when they were the ones to initiate the
breakup.

Vaughan (1986) asserts that the initiator of the

breakup is better prepared for the ending of the
relationship regardless of sex, age, length of the
relationship, or other factors.

According to Vaughan (1986)

the primary advantage that the initiator has in the
dissolution process is one of time, since the initiator
began the breakup process earlier.
Not surprisingly, in the Honeycutt et al. (1992) study,
more respondents reported being the initiator than the
rejectee.

As several researchers (Duck, 1987a; Ragan &

Hopper, 1984) have explained, partners try to exit the
relationship with face intact.

Taking responsibility for

the breakup may aid in adapting to it.

However, the

strategy can backfire when there are high investments in the
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relationship emd one has to take responsibility for the loss
(Collins & Clark, 1989).
Rusbult (1983) described an interesting adaptive
technique she labeled "divestiture" .
process, the

In the divestiture

initiator removed or reclaimed resources that

had previously been invested in the relationship.

Rusbult

suggested that by doing this the individual makes an atterrpt
to save face.

By reclaiming resources the individual had

invested, he/she makes a conscious effort to regain
independence from the relationship.
In sum, based on the divergent findings of previous
research, as to which type of breakup occurs most often,
one-sided or mutual, this study will ask subjects to report
on which type of breakup they experienced.

This information

will then be analyzed with the reports of cross-sex
friendship development to determine if there is a
relationship between the type of breakup experienced and
friendship subsequent to the breakup.

Communication Strategies
The understanding of communication strategies used in
ending a relationship seems rather contradictory.

After

all, when communication does occur, the communicators
usually work together to create a shared history to
rationalize and justify the termination of their
relationship often times because they cannot communicate
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effectively or work together to iitprove on problem areas of
their relationship (Ragan & Hopper, 1984).
Needless to say, communication in romantic
relationships is challenging.

At times, the communication

efforts that are intended to benefit the relationship will
instead cause dissatisfaction for the couple if they fail
(Duck, 1987a).

"In one sense depenetration [breakup] is a

failure of conflict management" (Taylor & Altman, 1987, p.
260).

When conflict management does fail in a relationship,

previous studies have determined that certain communication
strategies are used to terminate romantic relationships.
Much of the previous work on this topic focuses on the
dimensions of direct and indirect communication.

Directness

is characterized by open confrontation to end a relationship
while indirectness encompasses behaviors such as withdrawal
and avoidance (Wilmot et al., 1985).

According to the

Wilmot et al. (1985) study, the choice of communication
strategies was not related to the mutuality of the breakup,
but it is important to remember that dissolution is not an
orderly, predicable process.

Most often breakups are messy

and filled with uncertainty (Duck, 1987a & 1987b). Much of
the research to date reflects the fact that both direct and
indirect strategies can be used in the same breakup.

Hopper

& Drummond (1990) determined that subjects attributed more
directness to their own communication style than to their
partners' style.
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Indirect communication is often used to assess the
state of a relationship, especially if it is in decline.
"Secret tests" are an example of an indirect communication
strategy that partners employ (Hopper & Drummond, 1990) . As
the Baxter & Wilmot (1984) study revealed, secret tests are
a social strategy that people use to gain knowledge about
the status of their romantic relationships. Women reported
using more secret test strategies than men (Baxter & Wilmot,
1984).

An example of a secret test is a jealousy evoking

statement from which a person can gauge his/her partner's
reaction and hence determine the partner's commitment to the
relationship (Duck, 1987a).
Another inportant way to assess the status of a
relationship is through the content and pattern of the
communication that is employed by the couple (Duck, 1987a).
This type of indirect communication offers clues to the
couple's status.

Several studies have identified changes in

communication which are characteristic of the breakup
process.

Primarily there is a decrease in topic intimacy

between the partners in a dissolving relationship (Honeycutt
et al., 1992).

This is manifested in the couple's nonverbal

communication and is characterized by decreases in the
duration of encounters and increases in the time between
encounters (Honeycutt et al., 1992; Miller & Parks, 1982).
The second major change in the nonverbal communication
patterns is a decrease in the frequency of interactions and
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an increase in the frequency of negative comments about the
partner and relationship to outsiders (Duck, 1987a, 1987b;
Miller & Parks, 1982).

The next change is with regard to

the word choice and construction of statements.

Miller and

Parks (1982) found that there was a decrease in the use of
the present tense and future tense in reference to the
relationship.
Taylor and

Altman (1987) suggest that as intimacy

decreases, so does the breadth of self disclosure.

In other

words, as couples grow less involved in their relationship
there is a decrease in the number of topics that reveal
personal information aüpout themselves to the partner.
Taylor and Altman (1987) also assert that valence becomes
more negative as intimacy decreases but depth of self
disclosure increases for descriptive and evaluative
information.

These findings indicate that as the

relationship deteriorates the partners are revealing more
information of a negative personal nature (e.g., feelings
about the partner or relationship). This finding correlates
with Honeycutt et al.'s (1992) study which found that as
intimacy decreased aversive communication and arguments
increased.

Honeycutt et al. (1992) claimed that the most

definitive actions seemed to be talk about the possibility
of a breakup and the final breakup.
Duck (1987a), in examining the breakup process from a
rhetorical framework, proposes that a one-sided dissolution
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can be viewed as an act of interpersonal influence during
which one partner attempts to persuade the other to dissolve
the relationship.

Similarly, Miller & Parks (1982)

classified the communication during the dissolution as
compliance gaining.

Miller & Parks (1982) propose that the

basic conpliance gaining strategies that are used to end a
relationship do not differ in kind from attempts to sell
laundry detergent or to elect a political candidate.

The

basic strategies used for compliance gaining involve the
idea that rewards would be forthcoming if there were
corrpliance or punishment would be forthcoming if there were
no compliance.

An exanple of a reward strategy is the

promise to release community property if the relational
partner will agree to a breakup.

A possible punishment for

non-compliance would be to threaten to take all of the
community property if the partner did not agree to a
dissolution (Miller & Parks, 1982).
Rusbult (1987) identified four strategies utilized for
coping with a dissatisfying relationship.
strategy is Exit.
the couple.

The first

This scenario describes a clean break for

Voice, the second strategy, involves the two

partners constructive discussion of problems in the
relationship.

The third strategy. Loyalty, is characterized

by one partner's waiting and hoping that the relationship
will iitprove on its own.

The final strategy is Neglect.

The Neglect strategy focused on one partner's ignoring the
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other and the couple's spending less time together, in
effect, letting the relationship fall apart.

Rusbult's

classifications encompassed both the direct and indirect
styles.

Exit and Voice are direct communication strategies,

while Loyalty and Neglect are indirect (Rusbult, 1987) .
In conclusion, the two basic types of communication
strategies that couples employ are characterized by
directness or indirectness in communication.

Subjects will

be asked to report on the communication strategies that they
used to facilitate the breakup.

Stages of Dissolution:

Three Perspectives

An important aspect to consider when discussing a
breakup is the fact that it is a process.

Breakups can

happen over a period of hours, days, weeks, or even years.
While breakups are a dynamic process, several researchers
(Baxter, 1984; Duck, 1987a, 1987b; Lee, 1984) have examined
the breakup process and each has developed a theory or model
detailing the stages of dissolution.

While there are

differences among the three theories, each attempts to
comprehensively cover the journey a couple takes from
couplehood to singlehood.
Duck (1987a, 1987b) broke the dissolution process down
into five distinct phases, encompassing aspects of direct
and indirect communication strategies.
the Breakdown Phase.

The first phase is

This is characterized by one or both
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partners concluding that there is a problem with the
relationship (Duck, 1987a).
Intrapsychic.

The second phase is

At this time one partner ruminates privately

about the relationship or complains about his/her partner to
a confidant outside of the relationship who will not divulge
negative information to the other partner.

There is less

communication with the partner and more communication within
the social network as well as increased attention to the
partner's behavior and a re-examination of the relationship
(Duck, 1987a, 1987b).

The third phase is the Dyadic Phase.

This is characterized by direct communication with the
partner about the complaints he/she has with the
relationship.

Theoretically the couple then discusses the

importance of the issues and attempts to negotiate the
problems.

This phase is characterized by an increase in

communication, especially of "I", "you", and "our
relationship" statements (Duck, 1987a). During the Social
Phase the communication style becomes less direct between
the couple while more communication is directed toward
others within the social network (Duck, 1987a). When the
partners do converse with one another the communication
style is likely to be characterized by complaining and
accusations.

Hindsight and statements regarding the

relationship's predestined failure from the beginning
increase.

The couple also addresses the status change they

are experiencing from couplehood to singlehood.

This can be
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a major challenge for the emerging individuals.

Each person

prepares his/her own version of the public story of the
breakup.

This story helps the social network adjust and

provides a segue to the next phase, the Grave Dressing
Phase.

In the final stage each partner attempts to recover

from the breakup as well as save public face by marketing a
version of the breakup account that favors his/her side
(Duck, 1987a)
Baxter (1984) divided the breakup process into seven
distinct steps.

The first step is the onset of relational

problems, either through a critical incident (single problem
of major inpact) or incrementalism (build up of several
problems). The second step is the decision to exit the
relationship, this decision is either mutual or one-sided.
The third step, one-sided dissolution, is then accomplished
through direct or indirect communication styles.

Seventy-

six percent of the participants in Baxter's study reported
using the indirect communication style.

The fourth step

captures the reaction of the rejected partner.

The breakup

is usually met with resistance from the rejectee
characterized by rewards offered or sanctions threatened to
the initiator.

In the fifth step, the initiator then has to

decide if he/she still wants to exit the relationship.

Step

six of the dissolution is the alternative to the one-sided
dissolution, mutual breakup decisions.

The mutual breakups

are still accomplished through direct or indirect
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communication styles.

The final stage of Baxter's model is

the seventh step which she labeled "ambivalence and repair
scenarios" .

This occurs when one or both parties changes

their minds about the breakup and try to repair the
relationship.

In Baxter's study most of the participants

indicated that they had passed through the stages several
times before ultimate dissolution.

Baxter's model has the

flexibility to allow for backtracking and repetition of
stages before dissolution finally occurs. This model's
flexibility is iirportant for accurately reflecting the
breakup process, since breakups rarely occur in a systematic
and orderly fashion.
Lee (1984) used five stages to classify breakups.

The

first is the Discovery of Dissatisfaction, where one or both
partners are discontent with the relationship.
stage is Exposure.

The second

In this stage one or both partners

express dissatisfaction with the relationship.

Negotiation

is the third stage, serious discussion occurs about the
state of the relationship at this time.
in the fourth stage.

Resolution occurs

During this stage one or both partners

reached a decision about the relationship.

Finally,

Transformation takes place when the nature of the
relationship changes.

Lee (1984) noted that omission

formats, where little or no communication about issues of
dissatisfaction occurs, were associated with shorter, less
intense relationships.

Lee also found that some couples
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fluctuated between withdrawal and intense reconciliation.
These inconsistencies were associated with more difficult
breakups.

Scale down breakups were another tactic.

This

strategy was characterized by indirect communication styles.
These breakups were confusing to the couples who were
generally more intimate and dependent on one another than to
couples who chose instead a full break.

Lee's model focused

on direct communication styles although the study did
document characteristics of breakups accomplished through
indirect communication patterns.
There are some commonalities among the various models
of breakup which have been discussed.

All of the theories

which have been developed to explain the dissolution process
begin with one or both partners realization that there are
problems in the relationship.

Once this occurs there is

thought about the breakup and possibly discussion about the
areas of dissatisfaction either with the partner or with
other members of the social network.

Next, there may be

direct and/or indirect communication with the partner about
the state of the relationship and the desire to terminate
it.

The decision to break up is then made either by one

partner or jointly.

The rejectee may try to resist the

breakup in which case the couple has two options; either to
repair their relationship or to end it.

(One partner may

then decide to terminate the relationship anyway. )

If they

do breakup then each partner develops a story about the
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breakup to justify their position in an attenpt to save face
with the social network.
Duck (1987b) makes the observation that in reality
people do not always have the freedom to act in the way that
they theoretically appear to have.

Many of the theories and

models that social science scholars develop seem to
encompass all the possible variables and different scenarios
that breakups can take.

In actuality, communication is a

constantly changing endeavor and human relationships do not
exist in a vacuum or fit neatly into models. When two
people conspire to create and share meaning they each bring
their own histories, desires, fears, needs, and hidden
agendas to the relationship.
is a challenging endeavor.

In the best of scenarios this
When a relationship is in the

process of breaking up, the experience can be even more
difficult.

So, while these models represent a comprehensive

view of the breakup process it is important to remember that
no theoretical framework can capture all of the emotional
nuances of the human experience.

Effects of the Breakup
Since the breakup of a relationship is a process that
is so extensive in time and the psychological experience of
the couple, emotional distress is to be expected.

With the

ending of a significant social bond, feelings of uncertainty
and loss are normal.

Most people experience negative
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feelings with regard to a breakup.

Afterall, without the

other person a major focal point around which each partner
has to some extent ordered his/her life is now gone
(Vaughan, 1986) .

But even with this in mind, we should not

assume that all breakups are corrpletely negative.

Some

relationships are limiting to the persons involved and
dissolution can be a creative, liberating experience (Duck,
1987b) .
While some people are affected very little by the
dissolution, others are devastated.

Some people recover

quickly while others never fully recover (Frazier & Cook,
1993).

Research studies have shown that certain factors

contribute to high levels of stress after breakups.

The

strongest predictors of stress after a breakup were the
length of the relationship, closeness of the relationship,
and ease of finding a suitable alternative to the
relationship (Frazier & Cook, 1993; Simpson, 1987).
One theory which has been developed to explain
emotional distress over a breakup is Berscheid's Model
(Frazier & Cook, 1993).

According to Berscheid's Model,

emotional distress following a breakup is a function of the
number of goals and plans that were interrupted as a result
of the breakup and the ability to find a suitable
alternative partner with whom to conplete those goals and
plans (Frazier & Cook, 1993).
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Another theory which attenpts to account for post
breakup distress is Attachment theory.

Attachment theory

states that based on early experiences with social
interaction partners, a person develops mental models about
the availability of attachment figures (Kazan & Shaver,
1987) .

Feeney & Noller (1992) believe that the perception

of the availability of attachment figures may influence the
stability of romantic relationships and their chances of
continuing as well as the process of relationship
dissolution.

The three classifications for attachment style

are Secure, Avoidant, and Anxious/Ambivalent.

Subjects who

were rated as Avoidant experience low commitment and
satisfaction in relationships because they avoid intimacy.
Subjects who were rated as Anxious/Ambivalent see themselves
as misunderstood and unappreciated.
"...

Finally, Secure persons

describe others as well intentioned and trustworthy"

(Feeney & Noller, 1992, p. 69) .

The study focused on the

Avoidant and Anxious/Ambivalent types.
(1992)

Feeney & Noller

found that the Avoidant subjects reported the most

relief at the experience of a breakup.

Anxious/Ambivalent

subjects reported lower initiation of dissolution and higher
levels of distress over a breakup.

They were also more

likely to report involvement in a subsequent relationship
and to report that they were "in love" with the new partner.
Another indicator as to the stress accompanying breakup
was whether the breakup was viewed as controllable or not
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(Frazier & Cook, 1993).

An individual who perceives the

breakup as uncontrollable, did not initiate the breakup, and
still wants to be in the relationship will experience more
stress than someone who initiated the dissolution.
et al.

Wilmot

(1985) also found that there were fewer regrets

reported for mutual breakups than for one sided
dissolutions.

Collins & Clark's (1989) study also supported

this finding.

They concluded that recovery from breakups

was aided by attributing control to the self.
Frazier & Cook (1993) determined that the absence of a
social support system and low self-esteem were associated
with greater distress following negative life events, e.g.,
breakups. A social support system may be especially
important after a breakup because a breakup directly reduces
the size of one's support system (Frazier & Cook, 1993).
Frazier & Cook (1993) also found that factors related to
relationship commitment (e.g., length of the relationship,
closeness of the relationship, and perception of available
alternatives) were more strongly related to initial distress
after a breakup.

On the other hand, factors related to

one's ability to cope with stressful life events (e.g., self
esteem, social network, etc.) were more strongly related to
long-term adjustment and recovery from a breakup.
Simpson (1987) studied the factors involved in
relationship stability and emotional distress over the
dissolution of a dating relationship.

He found that persons
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who were low in self-monitoring and had a restricted
orientation to sexual relations® were less susceptible to
relationship dissolution, but were even more distressed if
the relationship did dissolve.
Lee (1984) measured levels of distress following a
breakup in light of communication patterns. Lee found that
couples who reported patterns of communication avoidance
characterized by a lack of discussion about relational
problems lead to worse feelings after the breakup than
couples who had communicated openly.

It is possible that

the pattern of indirect communication that Lee described
lead to worse feelings about the breakup because relational
issues were left unaddressed.
Smith & Cohen (1993) studied self conplexity in
relation to the effects of a breakup.

Self complexity

refers to ". . . the number and interrelatedness of a
person's conceptions of [him/herself]“ (Smith & Cohen, 1993,
p. 367) . A sixrple self has the same attributes across
various situations, while a more conplex self can display a
wide variety of attributes across situations.
(1993)

Smith & Cohen

found that subjects who scored high on self

complexity experienced less depression and illness as a
result of negative life events than subjects who scored low
on self conplexity. The researchers theorize that an
individual with low self complexity has a greater overlap of
self-representation and that the stress from one area of
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his/her life invades or spills over to other aspects of life
and produces greater stress.

Individuals with high

complexity, on the other hand, have smaller portions of
their identity affected by the event of a breakup or other
stressful event and therefore experience less anxiety and
stress (Smith & Cohen, 1993) .
Meams

(1991) used the Negative Mood Regulation Scale

(NMR) to measure how well subjects were able to regulate
their moods following a distressing life event, in this
case, a breakup.

M e a m s found that individuals with high

expectancies, meaning that they have high expectations that
they can do something to alleviate their negative mood,
" . . . became less depressed following a [breakup] than
individuals with low expectancies"
In other words, M e a m s

(Meams, 1991, p. 333).

(1991) found that subjects who felt

that they could do something to control their mood were less
distressed than subjects who felt they had little or no
control over alleviating their mood.
Based on previous research studies, I expect to find a
positive correlation between distress over a breakup and the
length of the relationship prior to breakup.

In other

words, the longer the couple was together, the greater the
stress they will experience over breaking up.

Finally, I

expect to find that there is a negative relationship between
stress over a breakup and friendship development.

The more

distressed a person is over a breakup, the less likely
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he/she will be to report a friendship with the former
partner.

Cross-Sex Friendship
Friendship is a relationship which involves voluntary
interactions whereby the individuals relate to one another
as unique persons (O'Meara, 1989) .

Friendship provides us

with social support, i.e., information from others that we
are cared for, respected, and loved (Buhrke & Fuqua, 1987).
Rawlins (1982) asserts that close friendship and love share
many of the same characteristics.
Cross-sex friendship is a certain kind of friendship,
" . . . a nonromantic, nonfamilial, personal relationship
between a man and a woman" (O'Meara, 1989, p. 526) .
(1989)

O'Meara

maintains that the cross-sex friend relationship is

nonromantic in the sense that its function is not associated
with courtship or mating.

However, nonromantic does not

preclude sexuality or passion from the relationship.

As

Monsour, Harris, Kurzweil, & Beard (1994) explain, cross-sex
friendships occupy a unique place in society.

Cross-sex

friendships lack the prominence of same-sex friendships and
romantic relationships, even though they offer individuals
advantages that are difficult to obtain from other
relationships.

One of the advantages that cross-sex

friendship offers is the possibility of friendship with the
other half of the population (Rawlins, 1982) .
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In comparison with same-sex friendships, very little
study has been done on cross-sex friendships.

Some of the

studies which have been done focus on the differences
between same and cross-sex friendships (Buhrke & Fuqua,
1987; Hacker, 1981; Howes, 1988; Monsour, 1992; Parker & de
Vries, 1993 ; Wright, 1989).

Buhrke & Fuqua (1987) state

that in general, women receive more support, have a larger
number of supportive relationships, have more family members
as supporters, receive more help from supporters, have more
reciprocal relationships than men do.

Women also have more

similarities with one another than they do with men.

Women

initiated more interactions than men in cross-sex
relationships (Buhrke & Fuqua, 1987) . Men described their
relationships with women as being closer than their
relationships with men (Buhrke & Fuqua, 1987) and were found
to self-disclose more than women in cross-sex friendships
(Hacker, 1981).

"It appears that males fulfill more of the

emotional needs through their cross-sex friendships than do
women, while women are more likely to fulfill such needs
through their same-sex friendships" (O'Meara, 1989, p. 536).
As for similarities, women and men were both more likely to
seek out contact with a woman when they were under stress
and were more likely to initiate contact with a cross-sex
supporter than with a same-sex one (Buhrke & Fuqua, 1987) .
Helgeson, Shaver, & Dyer (1987) found more similarities than
differences between men's and women's conceptions of
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intimacy as appreciation euid affection rather than self
disclosure in same and cross-sex friendship.
similar findings regarding distance.

They revealed

The conceptualization

of distance for both same and cross-sex friendships revolved
around dissatisfaction and disapproval.
Other studies (Monsour, Betty, & Kurzweil, 1993;
Rawlins, 1982) investigated the dynamics of cross-sex
friendship.

Cross-sex friends face the dilemma of not

having "scripts" to guide their everyday interactions.
Scripts provide a context by which two people can interact
by defining what is appropriate behavior and what is to be
expected from the participants (O'Meara, 1989).

Since there

are no culturally sanctioned guidelines for interactions in
cross-sex friendships, there is much opportunity for
misunderstanding.

O'Meara discussed Bem's (1981) theory of

heterosexual subschema.

Basically, Bern proposes that there

is a cultural readiness to view all male-female interactions
in terms of sexual attractions.

This predisposition is

particularly apparent in heterosexual men," . . .

since they

appear less capable than heterosexual women of
differentiating friendly from romantic cues in cross-sex
interaction" (O'Meara, 1989, p. 529).
O'Meara (1989) identified four primary challenges that
are faced by cross-sex friends.

The first is defining the

type of emotional bond that they share.

The second

challenge is dealing with the potential for sexual
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attraction.

O'Meara (1989) contends that the differences

between a romance and a cross-sex friendship are not the
lack of sexual attraction or passion, but the different
roles that these feelings play in the two relationships.
The third challenge is inequality in the relationship;
O'Meara (1989) refers to the imbalance of emotional need
satisfaction between men and women.

O'Meara (1989) asserts

that males fulfill more emotional needs than women in cross
sex friendships and that this imbalance creates inequity in
the relationship.

The final challenge to the cross-sex dyad

is in the arena of public relations.

Cross-sex friends have

the need to present the relationship as authentic to
relevant others (O'Meara, 1989).
sided.

This challenge is two-

On the private side, the dyad has to negotiate

emotional bond, sexuality, and inequality with one another.
Next, the friends have to contend with the public dimension.
The most importeint component of the public dimension is the
respective romantic partners of the friends.

Suspicion and

jealousy can be typical reactions from a romantic partner,
especially a spouse.
"...

O'Meara (1989) sums up the study with

cross-sex friends are perceived as engaging in a

process of developing a working consensus on a shared
definition of the meaning of their friendship.

. ." (p.

539) .
The Monsour et al. (1994) study attempted to
empirically test the four challenges faced by cross-sex
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friends as outlined by O'Meara (1989) .
(1994)

Monsour et al.

found that sexual overtones in cross-sex friendships

were low.

Secondly, the emotional bond challenge was

reported as the most common challenge experienced by the
subjects.

Casual cross-sex friends were much less likely to

report this as a challenge as compared to good cross-sex
friends.

Monsour et al. (1989) speculated that this finding

is due to the fact that casual cross-sex friends have not
reached the developmental stage of friendship that would
make the emotional bond challenge pertinent.

There was

mixed support in the study for the third challenge.
Audience.

According to Monsour et al. (1994) the level of

self-monitoring affects the impact of the Audience
challenge. High self-monitors were more concerned with
public perception than low self-monitors. This is
significant because public perception for low self-monitors
can influence the cross-sex relationship.
equality challenge was studied.

Finally, the

The vast majority of the

subjects reported that they never discussed the issue of
power cuid control and that they rarely thought about it
(Monsour et al., 1994).

We can infer from this finding that

the participants were satisfied with their relationships and
did not experience problems with inequity.
While the research focusing on cross-sex friendship has
been sparse, even less work has been done on cross-sex
friendship development subsequent to the termination of a
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romantic relationship.

Metts, Cupach, & Bejlovec (1989)

determined that couples who were friends prior to a romantic
involvement were more likely to remain friends after a
breakup.
rejectees.

This finding was true for both initiators and
Metts et al. (1989) found that subjects who

reported that they had initiated the breakup were less
likely to report friendship development when they used
withdrawal strategies to bring about the breakup or if they
reported feelings of being taken advantage of (inequity).
Finally, subjects who reported being the rejectee were more
likely to report friendship with the former partner if
positive tone strategies were used as opposed to
manipulation strategies (Metts et al., 1989).
Hill et al.

(1976) found that a couple was more likely

to stay friends when the man had initiated the breakup or
when the breakup was mutual as opposed to when it was
initiated by the female.

Contrary to this finding, the

majority of the respondents in the Wilmot et al.

(1985)

study considered themselves friends after the breakup and
there were no gender differences in the ability to transform
the relationship into a friendship regardless of whether one
partner had initiated the brealcup or if the dissolution was
mutual.
As Metts et al.

(1989) indicated, friendship prior to a

romantic relationship was a major influence on whether or
not a couple remained friends after the breakup.

This study
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will address whether subjects' reports of friendship prior
to the onset of a romantic relationship have any correlation
with reported friendship after the ending of the
relationship.

Summary
In sum, couples end their relationships for a variety
of reasons; by using various communication strategies;
through the differing stages of dissolution; with varying
results. Why some couples remain friends after a breakup
and others do not is uncertain.

What this research will try

to do is broaden the field of knowledge regarding
relationship dissolution and cross-sex friendship
development.

Since greater numbers of people will

experience the breakup process it is important to understand
the dynamics which contribute to less distressing
dissolutions.

I propose that individuals who report a

friendship with their former partner will also report
experiencing less distress over the breakup.

Critique and Conclusions
While the current body of research has provided a wide
range of information on breakups, further work is still
needed in order to accurately reflect the complexity and
varying dynamics of the dissolution process. While every

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

38
relationship is unique, there are common underlying themes
and experiences shared by all dissolving couples.
One of the major shortcomings of the current body of
literature is the lack of scholarly work addressing cross
sex friendship development.

Most of the work which has been

done focuses solely on the effects of the breakup as a
stressful experience for the partner who did not initiate
the breakup (Brehm, 1987; Frazier & Cook, 1993 ; Simpson,
1987 ; Smith & Cohen, 1993; Vaughan, 1987).

The traditional

view of a breakup as a traumatic life event has negatively
influenced researchers' investigations of the dissolution of
romantic relationships.
Some early work (Hill et al., 1976; Wilmot et al.,1985)
analyzed the development of friendships after breakups.
More recent studies (Buhrke & Fuqua, 1987; Metts et al.,
1989; Monsour, 1992; Monsour et al., 1994) have focused on
the friendship aspects of dissolved dating relationships.
The research that I conduct will attempt to pinpoint the
different variables of a breakup which correlate with cross
sex friendship after the breakup.
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METHOD

Respondents
The participants consisted of seventy-eight volunteers
(fifty-four women and twenty-four men) recruited from
Psychology and English classes at a small northeastern
university.

The mean age of the subjects was 21.38 years

with a standard deviation of 5.02 years.
from 18-51 years.

The ages ranged

Nearly thirty percent of the subjects

(29.5%) were eighteen years of age.

The reported age for

the subjects' partners ranged from 16-51 years with a mean
age of 22.19 years and a standard deviation of 4.95
years.

The ethnicity of the participants was diverse.

Of

the subjects surveyed, 66.7% reported that they were White,
Non-Hispanic; 15.4% of the participants listed their ethnic
origin as Black, Non-Hispanic; 7.7% of the subjects were
Hispanic; 2.6% of the subjects were Puerto Rican; 5.1% of
the subjects listed their ethnic origin as Asian or Pacific
Islander; and 2.6% of the subjects identified themselves as
American Indian or Alaskan Natives.

39

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

40
The terminated relationships ranged in length from one
week to five and a half years with an average duration of
16.36 months and a standard deviation of 15.13 months.

Procedure
The ethical standards set forth by the American
Psychological Association and the University of Nevada, Las
Vegas were followed.

The Office of Sponsored Programs at

University of Nevada, Las Vegas granted approval to the
study on November 12, 1996.

Respondents were asked to

participate in the research project and were told verbally
and in writing that participation was voluntary and that
they were free to discontinue participation in the study at
any time.

Subjects were instructed to complete the thirty-

one question survey regarding a relationship which had
terminated within the previous twelve months.

The study was

limited to relationships which had dissolved within the past
twelve months to ensure better recall with regard to the
subjects' emotional states immediately following the
breakup.

The data was collected during the second week of

December 1996.

Instrument
Hypothesis 1 : Women cite more reasons contributing to
the dissolution of the relationship than men.

There were

two items which were used to measure these variables (see
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Appendix).

The predictor variable, gender, was determined

through the demographic question "What is your gender?
(choose one)

male or female".

The criterion variable,

reasons for dissolution, was measured with the open ended
question "Please list below all of the reasons that
contributed to your breakup". The number of responses that
each subject reported were then independently tabulated by
two coders.

There was an alpha coefficient of 1.00 between

the two coders ' tabulations’. The hypothesis was tested
using a t-test design.
Hypothesis 2 ;

Subjects who report a mutual breakup

will report experiencing less distress over the breakup than
subjects who report a one-sided dissolution.

The predictor

variable was the type of breakup : self, partner, or mutual.
This was determined through the item "Who was the major
initiator of the breakup? (choose one) self, partner, or
both equally" (Wilmot et al. 1985, p. 206-207).

Wilmot et

al. (1985) did not report reliability for this measure
because this was the only item used to assess who brought
about the breakup.

The criterion variable, distress

experienced over breakup, was measured using seven items
from the "Depressive Symptom Inventory" as used in M e a m s
(1989).

Meams'

(1989) depression inventory was the measure

Kirsch, Meams, & Catanzaro (1990) also used.

Kirsch et al.

(1990) reported an alpha coefficient of .92 for this measure
in its entirety, while M e a m s

(1989) reported "correlations

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

42
ranging from .74 to .78 with a contemporaneously measured
Beck Depression Inventory" (p. 10) .

The seven depression

items used on this survey had an alpha coefficient of .90.
This hypothesis was tested using a One-way ANOVA.
Hypothesis 3 : As the length of the relationship
increases, distress over the breakup will increase.

The

predictor variable was the length of the relationship.

The

criterion variable was the distress experienced over the
breakup.

The predictor variable was measured with the item

“What was the length of your relationship?"
were translated into the number of months.

The responses
The criterion

variable was measured with items from the Depressive Symptom
Inventory.

This hypothesis was tested using the Pearson

Product Moment Correlation.
Hypothesis 4 ; As distress over the breakup increases,
the likelihood of friendship development after the breakup
decreases.
breakup.

The predictor variable was the distress over the
This was measured with items from the Depressive

Symptom Inventory.

The criterion variable was friendship

development after the breakup.
with the item,

This variable was measured

"Please characterize your current

relationship with your former partner: enemies, strangers,
acquaintances, friends, close friends, best friends" (Wilmot
et al., 1985, p. 213).

Wilmot et al. (1985) collapsed the

responses into two categories:

friends (i.e. friends, close

friends, or best friends) and less than friends (i.e.
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enemies, strangers, or acquaintances).

This research

instead retained the six interval responses about the
relationship after breakup in order to achieve greater
accuracy in assessing the nature of the post breakup status.
Wilmot et al. (1985) did not report on reliability for this
measure since they only used the one item to assess
friendship.

This hypothesis was tested with the Pearson

Product Moment Correlation.
Research Question 1 ; Is there a relationship between
the perception of inequity in a relationship and the
development of friendship after a breakup?
variable was perceived inequity.

The predictor

This was measured using

five items that were adapted from Felmlee et al. (1990) .
Item 1. "Considering what I put into our dating relationship
compared to what I got out of it, I got a much better deal
than my partner.";

Item 2. "Considering what my partner put

into our relationship coitpared to what he/she got out of it,
my partner got a much better deal than I did. "; Item 3 .
“Considering what I put into our dating relationship
compared to what I got out of it, my partner got a much
better deal than I did."; Item 4. "I am the one who
contributed more to the relationship than my partner." and
Item 5. "My partner contributed more to the relationship
than I did. "

Subjects were asked to respond to these items

on a 5 point Likert-type scale ranging from 'strongly agree'
to 'strongly disagree' with lower scores indicating equity
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in the relationship and higher scores indicating the
perception of inequity.

The alpha coefficient for items

one, two and three on the perceived inequity measure was
.75.

The alpha coefficient for items four and five on the

perceived inequity measure was .80.

These inequity items

were cortputed separately for reliability because Items 1, 2,
and 3 measured the same aspects of equity, contribution
versus reward, while Items 4 and 5 measured just
contribution.

The criterion variable, friendship after the

breakup, was measured with the item "Please characterize
your current relationship with your former partner:

(choose

one) enemies, strangers acquaintances, friends, close
friends, best friends."
al., 1985 (p. 213).

This item was taken from Wilmot et

This was the only item that asked about

friendship after the breakup, so no reliability tests were
conducted.
Research Question 2 : Are there gender differences in
reports of friendship development after the breakup?
predictor variable was gender.

The

This was determined by the

item "What is your gender? (choose one)

male or female."

The criterion variable was friendship after the breakup.
This was determined using the item from Wilmot et al. (1985)
as described in Research Question 1.
Research Question 3 : Does the type of breakup, one
sided or mutual, relate to friendship development after the
breakup?

The predictor variable was the type of breakup.
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This was measured with the item, "Who was the major
initiator of the breakup? self, partner, both equally"
(Wilmot et al. 1985, p. 206-207) .

They did not report on

reliability for this measure since this was the only item
that inquired about type of breakup.

In the Wilmot et al.

(1985) study, responses were coded as mutual or one-sided.
This study instead retained the three categories in order to
provide as much detail as possible.

Friendship after the

breakup was the criterion variable.

This was determined

using the item from Wilmot et al. (1985) described in
Research Question 1.
Research Question 4 :

Is there a relationship between

the type of communication used (direct or indirect) and
friendship development after the breakup?

The predictor

variable was the type of communication used.

This was

measured with items representative of direct and indirect
communication styles. The direct communication strategies:
"I expressed reasons for ending the relationship"; "I
discussed the relationship with my partner"; and "I
confronted my partner with my desire to end the
relationship" (Wilmot et al., 1985), were measured on a 5
point Likert-type scale ranging from 'strongly agree' to
'strongly disagree' with higher scores indicating the use of
direct communication strategies.

Wilmot et al. (1985)

reported an alpha coefficient of .81 for the direct
communication measures in their entirety.

The alpha
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coefficient for direct communication items in this study was
.31.

This was due, in ny opinion, to the fact that someone

can engage in one of the direct communication strategies
without necessarily engaging in all of them.

The items that

represented indirect communication strategies were :

"I

avoided seeing ny partner"; "I attempted to decrease the
number of future plans with my partner"; "While I was
conversing with ny partner I would avoid asking about
his/her activities and opinions"; and "While I conversed
with my partner I avoided discussing information about
myself"

(Wilmot et al., 1985) .

These were measured on a 5

point Likert-type scale ranging from 'strongly agree' to
'strongly disagree' with higher scores indicating the use of
indirect communication strategies.

Wilmot et al.

(1985)

reported a .65 alpha coefficient for the indirect
communication strategy items in their entirety.

The alpha

coefficient for this study was .51 for indirect
communication items.

As with the direct communication

strategies, the indirect communication items represent
different aspects of indirect communication and a subject
may engage in one type of indirect communication without
necessarily engaging in the others.

The criterion variable

was friendship after the dating relationship.

This was

determined using the friendship item from Wilmot et a l .
(1985) as described in Research Question 1.
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Research Question 5 :

Zs there a relationship between

reports of friendship prior to dating and friendship after
the breakup?

The predictor variable was friendship prior to

a dating relationship.

This was measured with the item

"Please characterize your relationship with your partner
immediately prior to the time you began dating.

(choose

one) strangers, acquaintances, friends, close friends, best
friends" (Wilmot et al., 1985).

The criterion variable was

friendship after the breakup and this was determined from
the friendship item from Wilmot et al. (1985) as described
in Research Question 1.
Analyses of Research Questions : All of the research
questions were analyzed together using a Hierarchical
Multiple Regression.

The predictor variables were given

priorities before their contribution toward prediction of
the criterion variable was assessed.
variables were:

The predictor

perceived inequity in the relationship,

gender, type of breakup (one-sided or mutual), communication
strategies (direct or indirect), and friendship prior to the
dating relationship.

The criterion variable was friendship

after the breakup of the dating relationship.

With the

Hierarchical Multiple Regression, the effects of the higherpriority predictor variables are assessed and removed before
the effects of lower-priority predictor variables are
assessed (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989).

The predictor

variables which were anticipated to have a higher-priority
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were friendship prior to the relationship and type of
breakup (one-sided or mutual).
variables were:

The lower-priority predictor

perceived inequity, gender, and

communication strategies.
The Research Questions were also analyzed individually.
Research Question 1 was analyzed with a Pearson R.

Research

Question 2 was analyzed with a t-test for independent
sartples.
ANOVA.

Research Question 3 was examined using a one-way
Research Questions 4 and 5 were analyzed with a

Pearson Product Moment Correlation.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
Hypotheses
The first hypothesis, Women cite more reasons for
dissolution than men, was based on previous research
findings.

A t-test revealed that there was no significant

difference between the men's and women's responses,
t (76 )=-. 60,p>.05 .

The men cited a mean of 3.13 reasons for

breakup with a standard deviation of 1.54, while the women
cited a mean of 3.35 reasons with a standard deviation of
1.53.

There was a difference of .22 reasons between the two

groups.

This was not a significant difference, and the null

hypothesis was accepted.
The second hypothesis was Subjects who report a mutual
breakup will report experiencing less distress over the
breakup than subjects who report a one-sided dissolution.
An average distress score was calculated by tabulating the
mean of the seven items on the distress scale.

The possible

scores ranged from 1, someone who never experienced
distress, to 5, someone who constantly experienced distress
over the breakup.

Thirty-six subjects reported that they

had initiated the breakup.

They scored a mean of 2.44 on

the distress scale with a standard deviation of .87 and a
49
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range of 1 and 5.

Subjects who reported that their partner

had initiated the breakup, 25 participants in all, had a
mean score of 3.42 on the distress scale with a standard
deviation of 1.18 and a range of 2 and 5.

Finally, the 17

subjects who reported a mutual breakup had a mean score for
the distress scale of 2.72 with a standard deviation of 1.19
and a range of 1 and 5.

A one-way ANOVA revealed that

subjects who reported that their partner had initiated the
breakup experienced significantly more distress than
subjects who reported that they had initiated the breakup,
F (2,75)=6.48, p < .005.

There was no significant difference

between subjects who reported a mutual breakup and subjects
who reported that their partner had brought about the
dissolution or subjects who reported that they had initiated
the breaJcup.

The null hypothesis was accepted.

Hypothesis three stated that As the length of the
relationship increases, distress over the breakup will
increase. A positive correlational relationship between
length of relationship and distress reported over breakup
was anticipated.

A Pearson R showed that there was a

significant relationship between the two variables, however,
it was weak, r = .23, p < .05.
The fourth hypothesis. As distress over the breakup
increases, the likelihood of friendship development after
the breakup decreases, was tested using a Pearson Product
Moment Correlation.

The Pearson R showed no correlation
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between distress over breakup and friendship development,
r=.18, p>.05.

The null hypothesis was accepted.

Research Questions
The research questions all focused on friendship
development subsequent to the ending of a romantic
relationship.

The predictor variables were friendship prior

to dating, type of breakup, perceived inequity, gender, and
communication strategies. The research questions were
analyzed using a Hierarchical Multiple Regression.

The

variables which were anticipated to have a higher-priority
were friendship prior to dating and type of breakup (self,
partner, mutual). The lower-priority predictor variables
were perceived inequity, gender, and communication
strategies.

The subjects reported their current

relationships with their former partners as follows:

11.7%

reported that they were enemies with their former partner;
15.6% indicated that they were strangers; 23.4% stated that
they were acquaintances ; the highest percentage (26.0%)
reported that they were friends with their former partner;
11.7% indicated that they were close friends ; and 11.7%
reported that they were best friends.
The two predictor variables which showed a significant
relationship with friendship after breakup were friendship
prior to dating and indirect communication, R=.41, R^=.17,
F(2,72)=7.24, p<.001. The friendship prior to dating
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variable had a Beta weight of .25 while the indirect
communication variable had a Beta weight of .32 (see Table
1) .

Table 1
Hierarchical Multiple Regression
for Research Questions
.41
.17
.14
1.39

Multiple R
jR-square
Adjusted R-^scpxare
Standard Error

Analysis of Variance
Sum of Squcores

df
Regression
Residual

Mean Square

27.91
138.82

2
72

13.96
1.93

Sig. F = .0014

F = 7.24

Variables in the Equation
Variable

B

SEB

Beta

Frieaidship Prior
to Dating

.27

.12

Indirect Communication

.48

16

T

Sig.T

.25

2.30

.0244

.32

3.02

.0035

In addition to the Hierarchical Multiple Regression
each of the Research Questions was analyzed independently.
Research Question 1, Is there a relationship between the
perception of inequity and the development of friendship
after a breakup?, was analyzed using a Pearson Product
Moment Correlation.

Two correlational tests were performed
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on the data.

The first pertained to Inequity Factor 1

{items 1-3) and showed no significant relationship between
the variables, r=.099, p>.05.

The second analysis consisted

of a Pearson Product Moment Correlation performed on
Inequity Factor 2 (items 4-5) which also showed no
significant relationship between inequity and friendship
after breakup, r=.18, p>.05.
The second research question. Are there gender
differences in reports of friendship development after the
breakup?, was analyzed using a t-test for independent
sanples.

The mean score for the twenty-three male subjects

was 3.30 with a standard deviation of 1.43.

The mean score

for the fifty-four female subjects was 3.52 with a standard
deviation of 1.52.

There was a mean difference of -.22.

This was not a significant difference, t (75)=-.57,p>.05.
The third research question Does the type of breakup,
one-sided or mutual, relate to friendship development after
the breakup?, was analyzed using a one-way ANOVA.

Group 1,

subjects who reported initiating the breakup, had a mean
score of 3.47 for friendship after breakup.

Group 2,

subjects who reported that their partner had initiated the
breakup, reported a mean score of 3.38 for friendship after
breakup.

Group 3, subjects who reported a mutual breakup,

had a mean score of 3.53 for friendship after breakup.
There were no significant differences among the three groups

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

54
with regard to friendship development after the breakup,
F(2,74)=.057, p>.05.
The fourth research question. Is there a relationship
between the type of comnunication used (direct or indirect)
friendship development after the breakup? was analyzed
with a Pearson Product Moment Correlation.

The items were

analyzed individually because of the low alpha reliability
scores among the direct and indirect communication items.
Direct Communication Item 1 showed no significant
relationship with the criterion variable, r=.06, p>.05.
Direct Communication Item 2 also showed no significant
relationship with friendship after breakup, r=-.10, p>.05.
Direct Communication Item 3 revealed no significant
relationship with the criterion variable, r=.16, p>.05.
Indirect Communication Item 1 had a significant relationship
with the criterion variable, r=.36, p<.05.

Indirect

Communication Item 2 did not have a significant relationship
with friendship after the breakup, r=.12, p>.05.

The

analysis of Indirect Communication Item 3 also did not
reveal a significant relationship with the criterion
variable, r=.13, p>.05.

The final variable. Indirect

Communication Item 4 showed a significant relationship with
the criterion variable, friendship after breakup, r=.23,
p < .05.
The fifth research question. Is there a relationship
between reports of friendship development prior to dating
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friendship after the breakup?, was analyzed using a
Pearson Product Moment Correlation.

The analysis revealed

that there was a significant relationship between the two
variables, r=.24, p<.05.

Figure 1:

Current Relationship With Former Partner

s tra n g e rs

acquaintances

i 5.s%

23.4%
e n e m ie s

best friends
frie n d s

11.7%

11.7 %

26.0%
c lo s e frie n d s

11. 7 %

Summary
The hierarchical multiple regression and the individual
analyses of the research questions yielded very similar
findings.

The two predictor variables which showed a

significant relationship with friendship after breakup were
friendship prior to dating and the use of indirect
communication strategies to bring about the breakup.

The

more detailed analyses of research question four revealed
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that the two significant aspects of indirect communication
with regard to friendship development after a breakup were
avoidance of the former partner and avoidance of disclosing
information about oneself to the former partner during the
course of a breakup.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
Findings
The first hypothesis which theorized that there would
be significant differences in the number of reasons for
dissolution cited by males and females was not supported.
While this finding differs from previous research, it is
encouraging.

These results seem to indicate that males are

as aware of problem areas in relationships as females. A
possible area of interest for future research is an
investigation of whether there are differences in the number
of reasons listed for dissolution with regard to the length
of the relationship.

The longer a relationship continues,

the more each partner invests, therefore, each may have more
reasons to justify ending the relationship than those who
have been dating for a shorter period of time.
The second hypothesis, which theorized that subjects
who reported a mutual breakup would also report experiencing
less distress than subjects who reported a one-sided
breakup, was not supported.

However, the analysis did yield

one of the most interesting findings of the study.

It seems

inherently logical that subjects who were rejected by their
partners would experience more distress than subjects who
57
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ended the relationship on their own or subjects who decided
in conjuncture with their partner to end the relationship.
This finding is not surprising considering how distressing
it can be to feel as though one has no control or very
limited control over the fate of a relationship.

The

initiators had the advantage of time, time to become
accustomed to the idea of ending the relationship and
possibly to make plans alternate to the relationship. The
initiators also had the advantage of controlling the
termination of the relationship.

Subjects who reported a

mutual breakup had the advantage of sharing in the decision
to end the relationship and, therefore, exercised some
control over the process.

Unfortunately for the rejectees,

they did not have control or advanced preparation and,
therefore, experienced the most distress over the breakup.
Hypothesis three, which predicted a positive
correlation between the length of the relationship and
distress reported after the breakup, was supported.

While

the correlation was weak, nevertheless, it was significant.
The relative weakness of the score may have been influenced
by the small sanple size or possibly by flaws in the survey
instrument.

However, I do think that the findings are

interesting and certainly warrant further study.
Hypothesis four predicted an inverse relationship
between distress over a breakup and friendship development.
This hypothesis was not supported.

Perhaps friendship
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development after a breakup is not based on ease of
separation.

It is possible that persons who experience

great distress following a breakup may actually prefer to
continue a relationship on any level, including a platonic
one, with their former partner as opposed to severing all
ties. Another possible explanation concerns the fact that
distress is positively related to the length of
relationship.

Subjects who have dated longer, have more

invested in the relationship, and experience more distress,
therefore they may feel that they have more to preserve by
becoming friends with their former love interest.
The research questions also yielded valuable
information.

The Hierarchical Multiple Regression showed a

relationship between friendship prior to dating and
friendship afterwards. This finding supports previous
research.

Perhaps subjects who began their relationship as

friends felt that they had more to preserve than subjects
who started their dating relationship without the same
platonic investment.

Also, it may be easier to transform a

romantic relationship into a friendship if it began that
way, rather than to try to foster a friendship with someone
who was primarily a romantic interest.
Another noteworthy finding from analysis of the
research questions involved indirect communication.

The

Indirect Communication Factor showed a strong correlation
with friendship after breakup.

At first, this may appear to

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

60
be contradictory; i.e., avoidance of the former partner
positively correlated with friendship after breakup.
However, the use of indirect communication strategies may
show a pattern of avoiding confrontation or arguments over
problem areas in the relationship.

Instead, these subjects

may have experienced a breakup that was not as emotionally
intense as subjects who reported using direct communication
strategies.

Examined in this context, it is plausible that

these subjects might have an easier time remaining friends,
because they may not harbor the same anger or resentment
toward the former partner as someone who experienced a more
direct or even adversarial breakup.
Conversely, several factors in the research questions
did not reveal significant relationships with friendship
after breakup.

They were : perceived inequity, gender, and

type of breakup (one-sided or mutual).

Some possible

explanations for a nonsignificant relationship with
friendship after breakup include sangle size and lack of
instrument reliability (for inequity) . Another reason may
be that these variables actually have very little affect on
friendship.

There may be other reasons for breakup that

have more pronounced effects on the ending of a
relationship.

I do think that it is encouraging to find no

gender differences with regard to friendship development.
Contradictory to some past research findings, it seems that
men and women are equally capable of transforming a dating

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

61
relationship into a friendship regardless of how the
termination was accomplished.
An interesting point to consider while reviewing the
information with regard to friendship after breakup concerns
the relationships on which subjects were asked to report.
The survey specifically asks subjects to disclose
information about their most recent breakup; not their most
significant breakup, most meaningful relationship, or most
amicable dissolution, just the relationship that ended most
recently.

It is worth noting that nearly half of the

respondents indicated that they were either friends, close
friends, or best friends with their former partner.

Keeping

in mind that adults are waiting longer to marry and,
therefore, experience more dating relationships, the number
of people who have the possibility of experiencing cross-sex
friendship after the end of a romantic relationship is
staggering.

If nearly half of the terminated romantic

relationships end in some level of platonic friendship, an
immense number of people experience this phenomena and for
that reason alone research on this subject should be
continued.

Limitations
While reviewing the findings of this study, one must
keep in mind that the applicability of the results are
limited due to the small sangle size.

Seventy-eight
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respondents is a small group of people to examine for the
conglex dimensions associated with interpersonal
relationships.

Subject recruitment was very difficult for

this study due to the size of the university where the data
collection was conducted.

While I do think that using

college students is advisable due to the ease of
accessibility and the predominance of single persons in a
university population, when I repeat this study I will
collect the data at a school with a much larger student
population.
Another limitation of the study was the low alpha
coefficient of the indirect and direct communication items.
While each of the items represents an exangle of direct or
indirect communication, it is possible to engage in one
without necessarily engaging in the others.

When I repeat

this study, I will include more items measuring the type of
communication that is used to bring about the breakup.
There may be a stronger relationship between the type of
communication used and friendship development after the
breakup than was evident in this study due to the low
reliability of the direct and indirect communication items.

Future Implications
An interesting possibility for future research is an
examination of the reasons for termination data that was
collected in this study.

For the purposes of this

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

63
investigation only the actual number of reasons were
tabulated.

No analysis of the content of these responses

was conducted.

This material may provide useful information

as to a possible relationship between the reasons
contributing to the breakup and the experience or absence of
friendship after the end of the romantic relationship.
The length of the relationship and friendship after
breakup may also be related.

Another area which warrants

further investigation is whether there is a positive
relationship between the length of the relationship and
friendship development after the breakup.

The more someone

invests in a relationship, the more he/she may wish to
salvage it.

This may be, in part, a practical course of

action in order to avoid losing all of the resources which
have been invested, or it may be a reflection of deeper
feelings for the partner which have developed as the
relationship progressed.
Another possible variation for future research is a
study which focuses solely on terminated dating
relationships which have been transformed to friendships.
One way to accomplish this is through a survey instrument
which asks subjects to describe, in essay form, their dating
relationship with the former partner including their reasons
for breakup, how the breakup was accomplished, and their
current relationship with the former partner.

A personality

test would also be administered to the subjects.

These
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responses could then be analyzed to determine if there are
shared characteristics among the relationships or the
subjects' personalities.
Cultural diversity is another area of study which could
be explored further.

Very little study has been done on

ethnic and religious differences with regard to breakups
and, at present, no studies have been conducted which focus
on cross-sex friendship development with regard to cultural
differences and similarities.

Researchers could coitgare

breakups across religious and ethnic groups, and could also
examine the breakups of intercultural relationships.
Age is another factor which warrants further
examination.

Breakups, including distress and communication

strategies, as well as cross-sex friendship development may
be experienced differently depending upon the age of the
subjects.

This is an interesting idea to explore.

With the

prevalence of divorce, it is highly relevant to examine the
breakup experience of older persons. Young daters who have
never been married may experience the dissolution process
differently than daters who are older and have resumed
dating after the breakup of a marriage.
Socio-economic status and breakups is another
possibility for future research.

Previous research has not

examined this factor with regard to breakups.

It would be

interesting to explore whether there is a relationship
between socio-economic status, comparison level of
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alternatives, distress following a breakup, or reasons for
breakup.
Another variation of dissolution research for future
study is the breakup of cohabitating couples.

It would be

very intriguing to explore whether couples who lived
together, and theoretically, have more invested in the
relationship, experience breakups and the post-breakup
period differently than couples who did not live together.
Some aspects to investigate are whether couples who lived
together were more or less likely to remain friends than
couples who did not live together or whether cohabitating
couples experienced more distress than non-cohabitating
couples.

Conclusion
In summary, this examination of the dissolution of
dating relationships was based on the surveys of 78
subjects.

The study revealed that there were no significant

differences in the number of reasons for breakup as cited by
men and women.

The study also found that subjects who

reported being the rejectee experienced more distress than
initiators or subjects who reported a mutual breakup.

As

the length of the relationship increased, distress over the
breakup increased, however, distress over the breakup was
not related to friendship after the breakup.

The study also

examined the transformation of romantic relationships to
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cross-sex friendships.

Nearly half of the subjects reported

that they were either friends, close friends, or best
friends with their former partner.

The two variables which

showed a significant correlation with friendship after
dating were friendship prior to dating and the use of
indirect communication strategies to bring about the
breakup.

The study also revealed substantial implications

for future research with regard to relationship dissolution
and friendship after the breakup, including:

an analysis of

the reasons for the breakup; personality traits; the length
of the relationship; cohabitation; age; ethnicity; and
socio-economic factors.
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ENDNOTES

1. In the Cupach & Metts (1986) study, for exartple, the
average age of the married sample was 41 years with an age
range of 21-64 years.
The average marriage length was 13.3
years. The average age of the non-married sample was 21 years
with a range of 21-24 years. The average length of the daters
relationships was 1.47 years.
2. In the following section,
"Gender Differences and
Similarities", the gender differences found in Baxter's (1986)
study regarding attribution of reasons for breakup are
discussed.
3. The differences between men's and women's communication
styles will be discussed more thoroughly in the "Communication
Strategies and Stages of Dissolution" section.
The reason
that it is mentioned in this section as well is because it
represents a significant gender difference.
4. Although these findings are related to the effects of the
breakup, they are included here because the main focus of
these findings is the gender differences in adjustment. The
"Effects of the Breakup" section focuses on the effects as
experienced by both men and women.
5. Weber, Harvey, & Orbuch (1992) documented a similar
strategy in what they term "account-making."
According to
Weber et al. (1992) account making is " . . . the process of
constructing
a
story-like
explanation
of
events
and
experiences" (p. 263) . The researchers found that the account
usually includes explanations, predictions about future
events, recollections, and emotions (Weber et al., 1992).
6. Simpson evaluated subjects' orientation to sexual relations
by assessing their past sexual behavior, their anticipated
future sexual behavior, and their attitudes toward engaging in
casual, uncommitted sexual relations.
Respondents who were
likely to engage in sexual behavior with their partners were
rated as having an unrestricted orientation to sexual
relations, while respondents who were unlikely to engage in
sexual relations with their partners were described as having
a restricted orientation to sexual relations.
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7. The two volunteer coders were instructed to independently
read the responses for question one on each survey.
The
coders were then instructed to determine how many reasons for
dissolution were listed (e.g. "nty parents and sister didn't
like her" would be coded as one reason, "he was a jerk and he
cheated on me" would be coded as two reasons) . The coders
then recorded their tabulations on a separate sheet of paper.
There were only two items out of all of the surveys for which
the coders had discrepancies. These were discussed among the
two coders and myself and we reached consensus.
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APPENDIX

SURVEY INSTRUMENT

This survey was compiled by Megan Sheehan, a Graduate
Student at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas for her
thesis. You are invited to participate in the study. The
purpose of this study is to gain information on the breakup
of dating relationships. The survey will probably take five
to ten minutes to complete. Please answer the following
questions about a romantic relationship which ended within
the past twelve months. If you have had more than one
relationship which has ended in the past year, please fill
out the questions as they pertain to the most recently ended
relationship. Your participation in this research project
will help advance study conducted in the area of
relationship dissolution, in addition, you may gain a better
understending of the breakup you experienced. This
questionnaire is anonymous and all responses will be
completely confidential. If you have any questions about
this research project you can contact Megan Sheehan at (860)
274-0908, The Greenspun School of Communication at (702)
895-3325, or the Office of Sponsored Programs at UNLV (702)
895-1357. Participation in this study is completely
voluntary and you may withdraw from participation at any
time.
Thank you for your participation.
1. Please list below ALL of the reason(s) that contributed
to the breakup of your relationship.

2. Please characterize your relationship with your partner
immediately prior to the time you began dating.
(Choose One)
strangers, acquaintances, friends, close friends,
best friends
3. Please characterize your current relationship with your
69
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former partner:

(Choose One)

enemies, strangers, acquaintances, friends,
close friends, best friends
The following questions ask about your feelings after the
breakup. Please answer each question as it concerns the
worst you felt during the first week after the relationship
ended. For each feeling or behavior listed please write the
number in the proper space, telling how often you
experienced it. If you never experienced what is described,
write a “1" in the space. Write a "2" if you seldom
experienced it, a"3" if you experienced itsometimes,
"4"
if you experienced it often, and a "5" if you experienced it
constantly.
1 - Never
2 - Seldom
3 - Sometimes
4 - Often
5 - Constantly
1st Week
4.

________

Feeling depressed (sad or blue)

5.

________

Poor appetite or weight loss

6.

________

Crying

7.

Feeling guilty, worthless, or down on
yourself

8.

Trouble concentrating, thinking, or
making decisions

9.

________

Feeling negative or pessimistic

10.

________

Feeling sorry for yourself

For the following sentences please think about your
relationship and rate your level of agreement or
disagreement. For each item please Choose Only ONE
Response.
11.

Considering what I put into our dating relationship
compared to what I got out of it, I got a much better
deal than my partner.
strongly
agree
neutral
disagree
strongly
agree
disagree
1
2
3
4
5
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12.

I expressed reasons
strongly
agree
agree

for ending the relationship.
neutral
disagree
strongly
disagree

13. I avoided seeing my partner.
strongly
agree
neutral
agree
1
2
3

disagree
4

strongly
disagree
5

14. Considering what my partner put into our dating
relationship compared to what he/she got out of it,
he/she got a much better deal than I did.
strongly
agree
neutral
disagree
strongly
agree
disagree
1
2
3
4
5
15. I discussed the relationship with my partner.
strongly
agree
neutral
disagree
agree
1
2
3
4

strongly
disagree
5

16

I attempted to decrease the number of future pleuis with
my partner.
strongly
agree
neutral
disagree
strongly
agree
disagree
1
2
3
4
5

17

Considering what I put into our dating relationship
compared to what I got out of it, my partner got a much
better deal than I did.
strongly
agree
neutral
disagree
strongly
agree
disagree
1
2
3
4
5

18

While I was conversing with my partner I would avoid
asking about his/her activities and opinions,
strongly
agree
neutral
disagree
strongly
agree
disagree
1
2
3
4
5

19

I am the one who contributed more to the relationship
than my partner.
strongly
agree
neutral
disagree
strongly
agree
disagree
1
2
3
4
5

20

I confronted imy partner with my desire to end the
relationship.
strongly
agree
neutral
disagree
strongly
agree
disagree
1
2
4
3
5
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21. While I conversed with ny partner I avoided discussing
information about myself.
strongly
agree
neutral
disagree
strongly
agree
disagree
1
2
3
4
5
22. My partner contributed more to the relationship than I
did.
strongly
agree
neutral
disagree
strongly
agree
disagree
1
2
3
4
5
23. Who was the major initiator of the breakup? (Choose One)
self
partner
both equally
24.

What is your
Male

gender? (Choose One)
Female

25.

What is your
Male

formerpartner's gender?(Choose One)
Female

26.

What was the
lengthof your relationship?
years
months
weeks

27. Approximately, what date did the relationship end?
/

/____

M O . Day

YR.

28. What is your age today?

________

29. What is your former partner's age today? _______
30. Please indicate your ethnic origin.
American Indian or Alaskan Native
Black, Non-Hispanic
White, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Puerto Rican
Asian or Pacific Islander
31. Please indicate your former partner's ethnic origin,
American Indian or Alaskan Native
Black, Non-Hispanic
White, Non-Hispanic
Hispanic
Puerto Rican
Asian or Pacific Islander
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